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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is in response to the Amendment filed on July 2, 2007. Claims 1-18 
are pending in the current application. All previously outstanding objections and 
rejections to the Applicant's disclosure and claims not contained in this Action have 
been respectfully withdrawn by the Examiner hereto. 

Response to Amendment 

1 . Amendment to the specification and claims overcomes the previous objection to 
the specification and claims. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-18, have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

■ 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 3-8, and 10-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0073195 A1 to Hellerstein 
et al. (hereinafter Hellerstein) in view of United States Patent Application Publication 
2002/0169842 A1 to Christensen et al. (hereinafter Christensen). 

5. As to claim 1 , Hellerstein teaches the invention substantially as claimed including 

i 

a user centric policy creation and enforcement method comprising the steps of: 
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establishing correlations between said observed state changes and action 
invocations (paragraph [0023]); 

formulating rules in a policy based upon user selected ones of said established 
correlations (paragraph [0062]), each of said rules specifying a state change in at least 
one of said applications (paragraph [0044]), and at least one resulting action invocation 
in at least one other of said applications (paragraph [0018]); and 

applying said policy to automatically respond to each subsequently observed 
state change with a specified action invocation (paragraph [0049]). 

Hellerstein does not explicitly disclose observing state changes and action 
invocations in disparate applications through visual views of said applications. 

However Christensen discloses observing state changes and action invocations 
in disparate applications through visual views of said applications (paragraphs [0016]- 
[0025] and [0179]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified the Event Management System of Hellerstein with 
the teachings of Integration Framework from Christensen because this feature would 
have provided a mechanism to enable the exchange of data and/or events between 

» 

disparate systems and an execution environment for the business logic required to map 
the data and event models of the disparate systems (paragraphs [0017]-[0018]). 
6. As to claim 3, Hellerstein teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein said step of 
establishing comprises the steps of: 

noting a time for each of said observed state changes (paragraph [0003]); 
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further noting a time for each of said action invocations (paragraph [0049] and 
[0057]); and, 

correlating said observed state changes with said action invocations based upon 
said noted times (e.g. generating rules from historical event data, paragraph [0049] and 
[0051]). 

7. As to claim 4, this claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 since claim 4 
recites the same or equivalent invention, see the rejection to claim 1 above. 

8. As to claim 5, Hellerstein as modified teaches the system of claim 4, wherein 
said user interface views comprise portlet views (paragraph [0179] of Christensen). 

9. As to claim 6, Hellerstein as modified the system of claim 4, wherein said policy 
interface unit is disposed within an integrated solutions console (paragraphs [0183]- 
[0184] of Christensen). 

10. As to claim 7, this claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 since claim 7 
recites the same or equivalent invention, see the rejection to claim 1 above. 

11. As to claim 8, this claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 since claim 8 
recites the same or equivalent invention, see the rejection to claim 1 above. 

12. As to claim 10, this claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 3 since claim 

10 recites the same or equivalent invention, see the rejection to claim 3 above. 

13. As to claim 11, this claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 since claim 

1 1 recites the same or equivalent invention, see the rejection to claim 1 above. 

14. As to claim 12, this claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 4 since claim 

12 recites the same or equivalent invention, see the rejection to claim 4 above. 
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15. As to claim 13, Hellerstein as modified teaches the method of claim 1 1 , further 
comprising the step of enforcing said policy in said at least one other policy interface 
unit (paragraph [0091] of Christensen) to automatically respond to each subsequently 
observed state change with a specified action invocation (paragraph [0049] of 
Hellerstein). 

16. As to claim 14, Hellerstein as modified teaches the method of claim 13, further 
comprising the step of limiting said enforcing of said policy in said at least one other 
policy interface unit based upon pre-defined permissions (paragraph [0193] of 
Christensen). 

17. As to claims 15-18, these claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 11- 
14 respectively, since claims 15-18 recite the same or equivalent invention, see the 
rejections to claims 11-14 above. 

r 

18. Claims 2 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
over U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0073195 A1 to Hellerstein et al. 
(hereinafter Hellerstein) in view of United States Patent Application Publication 
2002/0169842 A1 to Christensen et al. (hereinafter Christensen) as applied to claims 1 
and 8 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent 6,965,900 B2 to Srinivasa et al. 
(hereinafter Srinivasa). 

19. As to claim 2, Hellerstein as modified by Christensen does not explicitly teach 
wherein said step of observing comprises the steps of: 

■ 

■ 

page crawling markup defining a visual view of said applications; and, 
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demarcating segments of said markup as segments which visually indicate state 
changes in said applications. 

However Srinivasa teaches wherein said step of observing comprises the steps 

of: 

page crawling (crawling agents called category agents 120a-120n, 122a-122n, 
Fig. 3, lines 38-42) markup defining a visual view of said applications (Essential 
Dimension Markup Language and Event Markup Language, col. 9, lines 35-40); and, 

demarcating (e.g. marking) segments of said markup as segments which visually 
indicate state changes (e.g. event description) in said applications (sequence marked 
as potential event description, col. 9, lines 42-44). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have further modified the Event Management System of 
Hellerstein as modified by Christensen with the teachings of page crawling and 

* 

demarcating (e.g. marking) from Srinivasa because these features would have provided 
the Web-based Enterprise Management environment of Sanghvi with a special markup 
language to identify primary components (used to detect events) between the 
HTML/XML tags of a document (event extraction 90, Fig. 2, col. 9, lines 35-38) and 
category agents (web crawler) programmed to search for HTML and XML text (col. 10, 
lines 32-34). 

20. As to claim 9, this claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 2 since claim 9 
recites the same or equivalent invention, see the rejection to claim 2 above. 
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Conclusion 



21 . The prior art made of record on the accompanying PTO-892 and not relied upon, 
is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KimbleAnn Verdi whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1654. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:30am-5:00pm EST.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Thomson can be reached on (571) 272-3718. The fax phone 

i 
i 

number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 



Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



KV 

October 1 , 2007 
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